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A GLOBAL HEGEMON'S PREROGATIVE -THE BUSH DOCTRINE OF PREEMPTION AND THE ROAD TO IRAQ
We will cooperate with other nations to deny, contain, and curtail our enemies' efforts to acquire dangerous technologies. And as a matter of common sense and self-defense, America will act against such emerging threats before they are fully formed. We cannot defend America and our friends by hoping for the best. So, we must be prepared to defeat our enemies' plans using the best intelligence and proceeding with deliberation. History will judge harshly those who saw this coming danger but failed to act. In the new world order we have entered, the only path to peace and security is the path of action.
George W. Bush
America is at war. This latest war began September 11, 2001 with terrorist's attacks on American soil. Much like the infamous attack at Pearl Harbor, the enemy drew first blood. The
United States found itself in the unfamiliar re-active mode, one in which no super power desires ever to be. In response to this attack a new Global War on Terrorism, (GWOT) was declared by the Bush administration. The United States has pursued a policy of "anticipatory self-defense," also known as a policy of preemption to defend itself against any future attacks such as those at the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, despite the objections and reservations of allies and the United Nations.
Until the United Nations significantly reforms how it discharges its duties, especially in the Security Council with regards to emerging threats, the United States should continue to support the Bush Doctrine of preemptive strike. Since the end of the Cold War, "deterrence based only on the threat of retaliation is less likely to be effective against leaders of rogue states that are more willing to take risks, gambling with the lives of their people and the wealth of their nations." 2 A new approach to counter these threats is required. That approach is a policy of "anticipatory self-defense."
This paper will trace the evolution of and analyze the current policy of preemptive strike as articulated in the National Security Strategy, alternative policies and the expert views of others regarding both. Risks involved with United States policy objectives (ends), the concepts to achieve those objectives (ways), and resources used to support this policy (means) will be weighed and balanced. Consequences, costs and the United Nations' response to the Bush Doctrine will be explored. Finally, recommendations to clarify and enhance the Bush Doctrine as well as changes for the United Nations Security Council will be presented.
EVOLUTION OF THE BUSH DOCTRINE
The Bush Doctrine, which led directly to the war in Iraq, had its evolution in the • In April 1986, the United States struck military sites in Libya in response to the bombing 10 days earlier of a Berlin discotheque frequented by United States' troops.
• In June 1993, in retaliation for Iraq's alleged plot to assassinate former President George Bush in April, United States forces fired Tomahawk cruise missiles at the Iraqi intelligence service headquarters in Baghdad.
• In August 1998, 13 days after the bombings of the United States embassies in Kenya precursors. It also states that the United States will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise the right of self-defense by acting preemptively against such terrorist, to prevent them doing harm against the United States, its people and its country.
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Although United States policy objectives seem clear, they may be more difficult to measure, achieve, and sustain. Author Philip Zelikow argues that this new strategy redefines what national security strategy means for the United States in the 21 st century. In his view, a strategy of preemption redefines the geography of national security, multilateralism, and national security threats in the dimension of time. 12 The geography of a nation's security such as the United States includes the entire globe, not just its immediate borders. Threats are able to emerge more quickly than those of yesteryear.
DEFINING PREEMPTION
Immediately, critics began to question even the legality of a preemptive doctrine. "For centuries, international law recognized that nations need not suffer an attack before lawfully taking action to defend themselves against forces that presented an imminent danger of attack.
Legal scholars and international jurists often conditioned the legitimacy of preemption on the existence of an imminent threat -most often a visible mobilization of armies, navies, and air forces preparing to attack. " 13 In the often cited Caroline incident of 1837, the British helped establish the doctrine of self defense by using a preemptive attack against a United States vessel, the Caroline, that contained arms to be provided to anti-British rebels operating in New threats require new strategies.
STRATEGY (WAYS)
Strategy is centered on "how (ways) leadership will use the power (means or resources) available to the state to exercise control over sets of circumstances and geographic locations to achieve objectives (ends Intelligence will help make the correct diagnosis.
Critics also note that a botched attack that could blow chemicals, biological spores or radioactive material into the atmosphere would risk killing thousands of people, not only in the target nation, but also in neighboring countries. The doctrine does not propose such strikes.
Under the doctrine, nuclear first strikes would be considered weapons of last resort, especially against biological weapons that can be best destroyed by sustained exposure to the high heat of a nuclear blast. The focus of the effort is finding new ways of using conventional weapons to detect and destroy weapons arsenals, and especially the missiles used to deliver them.
(NEW MEANS)
At the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, a $1.1 billion defense agency created in 1998
to counter the threat of weapons of mass destruction, scientists are studying how to attack and destroy hardened and deeply buried bunkers containing chemical, biological and radiological weapons with advanced conventional bombs, low-yield nuclear devices and even high-yield nuclear weapons.
Michele Flournoy, a former Pentagon proliferation expert now at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, said that to be effective, the United States would need to strike preemptively before a crisis erupts to destroy an adversary's weapons stockpile. Otherwise, the adversary could erect defenses to protect those weapons, or simply disperse them. Flournoy favors a doctrine of preemption given the proliferation of chemical, biological and nuclear weapons among states supporting terrorists. "In some cases, preemptive strikes against an adversary's [weapons of mass destruction] capabilities may be the best or only option we have to avert a catastrophic attack against the United States." 32 She is not advocating a nuclear preemptive strike but rather an improved conventional strike.
In order to support a doctrine of preemption, the Pentagon is studying how to launch "no warning" raids that go far beyond quick air strikes. The key tool to execute such a mission is a new "Joint Stealth Task Force" that employs the least detectable elements of every part of the armed forces, including radar-evading aircraft, Special Operations troops and ballistic submarines being converted to carry those troops and to launch cruise missiles. Beyond changes in weapons, doctrine and organization, Rumsfeld and his top aides are trying to alter the United States military mind-set. "Preemption . . . runs completely against U.S. political and strategic culture," defense expert Frank Hoffman said in an essay published this year by the Center for Defense Information.
In the past, the United States has viewed surprise or "sneak" attacks as dishonorable, the kind of thing inflicted on the American people, not initiated by them. This view was a primary reason for President Kennedy not opting for a preemptive strike against Cuba during the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962. 33 Despite this view, defense scientists and war planners are working to develop new weapons and capabilities to give Bush "options different than those he may have had in the past."
Rumsfeld's Nuclear Posture Review, dated Jan 2002, stated, "new capabilities must be developed to defeat emerging threats such as hard and deeply buried targets." It also stated, "several nuclear weapons options" that could be useful in attacking such facilities include "improved earth penetrating weapons." However, senior administration officials said the tactical use of nuclear weapons is being studied, not actively contemplated. "There is no one anxious to think about the employment of tactical nuclear weapons," a senior defense official said. "That's not what we are trying to do." What the Pentagon is most focused on, the official said, is a method of "advanced conventional strike." 34 Regardless of the tactics utilized to support this doctrine, none will be acceptable to the United Nations.
UNITED NATIONS RESPONSE
As as the "Westside Boys", and warned that anyone who attempted to attack peacekeepers would pay a price. 35 The adoption of UN Resolution 1368 the day after the September 11 attacks (at the initiation of the French), "the Security Council's interpretation of Article 51 officially and for the first time made the UN responsive to threats from non-state actors." 36 Preemption and prevention have also been adopted by other countries' national defense strategies to include the French. In France's new six-year defense bill, adopted in November 2002, France lists its four foundations as "deterrence (in its traditional mode directed toward other states), prevention, force projection, and protection." 37 The concept of preemption as related to "imminent threat" is part of a declared French strategy. The French defense bill further states that: "preemptive action is not out of the question where explicit and confirmed threats have been recognized." 38 When the U.N. was personally attacked at its headquarters in Baghdad, killing U.N.
special envoy Sergio Demillo, the UN observed the problem through a different lens. Perhaps it has taken the death of one of their own staffers for the U.N. to admit concern for reform, but as former American Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleberger stated in response to the chances of the required changes, "I stand a better chance of eating an ice cream cone in hell." 39 The U.N has truly come to a fork in the road and must decide which route it will take in order to bring about the changes, which will make it the collective body of security, as it was designed to be. The United Nations Security Council has remained unchanged since its inception. Discussions about changing the U.N. will probably end up like the old saying, "when all is said and done, more will be said than done." the United States and its allies can accomplish these tasks, then alliances will be preserved and enhanced rather than weakened and discarded.
CONSEQUENCES AND COSTS OF A PREEMPTIVE POLICY
In conclusion, despite critics, costs, and consequences, the United States should continue with a preemptive strategy to address emerging threats to national security and interests, if used sparingly and selectively. Unlike criminal law where a defendant is innocent until proven guilty, one that uses preemptive strike is guilty until proven innocent. The United States will have to produce the cocked weapons for the whole world to observe before they become smoking guns.
Condeleeza Rice emphasized in her Wriston Lecture the criteria for using preemptive strike.
She stated preemption would only apply to a very small number of cases and that all other means to include diplomacy would be first used. "The threat must be very grave. And the risks of waiting must far outweigh the risks of action." 49 Only with an increased intelligence network, whether unilaterally or collectively, can one truly weigh the risks of action or inaction. This doctrine, however, could be the catalyst for much needed change of the United Nations' charter.
The United States and other major states, at least those on the UN Security Council, need a consensus on terrorist's threats, weapons of mass destruction, the use of force, and the global rules of the war on terrorism. This country should take the lead in proposing "an enlargement of the permanent members of the U.N. Security Council so that it represents the current world population and can address these issues." 50 To help convince the world that it is serious about helping the UN reform, the United States could lead the way by proposing to give up its veto and have the all other permanent members follow suit. With that accomplished the Security
Council could then use a simple majority vote when confronted with the decision to use force.
To strengthen the proposal, the United States would commit to use force only with the approval of the council, except where its national security was directly threatened. Author Michael
Ignatieff suggests five clear cases for when the United Nations could authorize a state to intervene as follows: (1) Unless the United Nations makes the aforementioned changes, the Bush administration will have every reason for exercising its global hegemonic prerogative of a preemptive doctrine.
Albert Einstein once said, "The world is a dangerous place to live, not because of the people who are evil, but because of the people who don't do anything about it." 51 The Bush Doctrine of preemption does something about the evil people of the world.
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